
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D C 20463

William Uwler.Bsq
Vinson&Elkms,LLP ilAY 17 Jffff
1455 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW, Suite 600
Waahington,DC 20004

RE MUR5504
Christina Liflotb

^^
^ Dear Mr Lawler

On August 10, 2004, the Federal Election CommiisioniioUfied your chent of a complaint
aUeging violations of certam sections of the Federal ElectocmC^^
("the Act") A copy of the complaint was forwarded to your chent at that fame

Upon father review of the allegations contained in the complaint and information
supplied by your cheat, the Commission, on May li, 2007 found that there is reason to believe
your client violated 2 USC 5 441£ a provision of the Act The Factual and Legal Analysis,
which fonned a basis for the Commission's findnw u attached for your uifonnation

You may submit any Actual or legal materials that yon behove are relevant to the
Commiision î contidwition of this r"****** Please submit such ip**fr||'if to the General
Counsel's Office within 15 days of receipt of mis letter Where appropriate, statements should be
submitted under oath In the absence of a6Vhtaondmfoimanon>meD>mmiasionmayfind
probable cause to bcheve that a violation has occunedandpnx$eedwimcoiicihation

Ifyouaremterestedmpursumgpre-probablecau^
writing to 11CFR } 111 18(d) Upon receipt of the request, die Office of the General
Counsel wiU make recoiTmicnriations to the (^^

nTlhm matter or *»«mmiMiiufing

punned The OfSce of the GeaendQyunselniay recommend
conciliation not be catered into at this tune so flutf it inay complete its investigation of tne matter
Further, the Commission will not flu*****1?! requests forpre-probiMft ffawn* concihation after
briefs on probable cause have been mailed to the respondent

Requests for extensions of time will not be routinely granted Requests must be made in
writing at least five days pnor to the due date of the response and specific good cause must be
demonstrated In addition, the Office of the QeaeralOnmsd ordinarily will not give extensions
beyond 20 days



This nutttor will remam confidential m accordance wilb^ }{437g(aX4)(B)and
437g(aX12XA) unless yon notify the Conuninion in wntmg that you with the matter to be made
public

For your mfixmatioo, we have enclosed a bnef description of the Commission's
procedures for handling possible violations of the Act If you have any questions, please contact
DelbertK Rigsby, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 694-1650

Sincerely,

^
RobcrtD Lenhaid

Enclosures
Factual and Legal Analysis
Procedures



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

Respondent: Christina Ligotb MUR:5504

L INTRODUCTION

& The complaint m this inatteraltog^
tH
"3 contnbubon to Gephardt for Prend^ For the reasons set forth below,
Kl

JJ the Commission finds reason to behevettu^QmstmaUgom knowingly permitted her name to
ST
<qr beusedtoeflfectacontnbiracmfiomKarolyLawOflBces.PC ("Karoly Law Offices") in
O
°* violation of 2USC §441ffsi

IL FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

According to complainant, a fanner employee of Karoly Law Offices, the Gephardt

Committee ftxed a notice to John Karoly,Jr ui September 2003 regardmg his pledge to raise an

ao^tionalS15,OOOicTteGepharo^Q>mmittee Complainant alleges that it was ms

undentanding mat, on a day when the complainant was not rn the office, John Karoly, Jr, the

"g partner of Karoly Law Offices, •'instructed" certain employees, including Chnsuna

Dgotti, to contnbute to the Gephardt Committee, and AatCh^

hercontnbution Without laying how, complainant states 1 am fully aware that the money was

rambuned from company ftmds by the Secretary, Jayann Brantley, who was instructed by

Mr. Karoly to reimburse the campaign money" FEC disclosure records mdicate that the

Gephardt Committee received a $1,500 contribution from ChnrtrM Ugotb and a $1,500

contribution ftom her taspand, Matthew Ugom, on September 30, 2003



MUR 5504 (Oman biota) 2
Factual ft Lepl Amtyni

In response to the complaint, Chrutma Ugotti ndmnttod an afiBdavit stating "My

contnbution to the Richard Gephardt campaign was not based upon any reunbunement and I

received no rwmburiement for same M Bated upon information in our possession, however, we

have leaned that an individual employed by Karoly Law OfBces in 2003 admitted to being

reimbursed by John Karoly far contnbutionB to me Gephardt Committee John Karoly offered to

give money to the employee to make a contnbution to the Gephardt Committee Thereafter, the

employee wrote a check lor $4,000 dated September 28,2003 to the Gephardt Committee

Subsequently, the employee stated that John Karoly requested Jayam Brantley, who handled

miancialmattenatmefln^tobnngmmcash After Ms Brandey brought cash to Mr Karoly,

John Karoly reimbursed the employee for contributions of $4,000 to the Gephardt Committee,

which the employee deposited into his personal bank account on October 7,2003 Additionally,

on October 7,2003, Karoly Law Offices issued a check for $12,000 drawn on its special trutt

account, endorsed by Chrutma Ligotti, and the law minnwsthkery reimbursed the employee

from the proceeds of mis check The information in the possession of the Commission also

includes me aforementioned employee's admission that the affidavit he submitted m response to

the constant—which IB identical to the one submitted by r>"th«« Ligotti—was wrong

Likewise, on September 28,2003, Christina Ugotti wrote a check fin: S3,000 to the

Gephardt Committee for contributions from herself and her husband, Matthew Ligotb, of $1,500

each This is me oiily contnbution me Ugorasha^e ever m On October

6* 2003, KmlyLjw Offices laaued a check to M^ The memo hne of

the check states "Hirke Bonus Ml However, the law nm*s payroll records do not hst Matthew

The Hnke cue WM • mqjoff Idigtbon Butter m which KirolylAwOfifcet served M plaintiff i counsel



MUR 5504 (Chums T Jgotti) 3
Factud A Legal Analysis

T igotti MI an employe «f the law frm during fti* fttna * Baaed on the check's amount and

tuning, it appears that it may represent remiburKment by the Karoly Law Offices for the

Ligottas' $3,000 contnbution On October 7,2003,^88^0^ a law firm employee made a

$4,000 cash deposit representing the reraibunement received from Jom^

deposited $3,073 65 into their bank account, which included the $3,000 check made out to

. MatmewLigom the previous day The Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, aa amended,•"i
rsi
sr prohibits penons from knowingly pennittmg their names to be used to efEectcontnbutions made
N1

^ in the name of another person Se*2USC {441f The evidence described above indicates that
rsi
*j ChnatuiaUgpttawaareunbiiiiedfbrhercontn
O
or> knowingly penmtted her name to be lurt toe
rsi

Therefore, there is reason to beheve that QinstuiaLigom §44lf

The hgottu'beak ittenieflto doing flnipenod*^


